This paper reports on the development of blended workshops on training in English as a medium of instruction (EMI). The study was divided into three individually conducted phases. Phase 1 included the development of a massive open online course (MOOC) on English for academic purposes. Phase 2 involved blending the MOOC with offline workshops. Finally, Phase 3 included improving the blended workshops further based on our findings and participant feedback in Phase 2. The effectiveness of each Phase was studied to identify the learning outcome of the MOOC and the blended workshops. The study also sheds light on the workshops' limitations from which we draw implications for future research and practice.
INTRODUCTION
Since the early 2000s, higher education has witnessed rapid growth in open education. A prime example is the current trend of massive open online courses (MOOCs) that enable a large number of learners to study whatever subject free of charge [1] . On the one hand, MOOCs are expected to transcend social, economic, cultural, and geographical barriers [2] . On the other hand, MOOCs certainly have limitations, such as the lack of face-toface peer-evaluation [3] . For this reason, blended learning, which mixes MOOCs with offline/on-campus classes, is a promising area [4] .
Parallel to the rise of MOOCs is the increasing importance of
English as a medium instruction (EMI), which refers to teaching university/college classes in English, rather than teaching the English language itself [5] . EMI is now a global phenomenon that is practised not only in commonwealth countries and North America, but also Europe, the Middle East, Latin America, and Asia [6] . There is a growing body of literature on EMI and its associated issues, such as its rampant increase in Japanese higher education [7] and the paucity of training in how to conduct EMI [8] .
Development of EMI skills requires acquisition of relevant knowledge including English expressions, and this demand is potentially satisfied by MOOCs. Moreover, there needs to be offline sessions where learners can put acquired knowledge into practice and receive feedback from their peers/instructors.
The present paper reports on the development of a blended (online/offline) EMI training workshop. The study was divided into three individually conducted phases. Phase 1 included the development of a MOOC on English for academic purposes, which included the topic of EMI. Phase 2 involved the blending of the MOOC with an offline workshop, followed by Phase 3, in which the blended workshop was further improved based on our findings in Phase 2. Arguably, the paper broadens the horizons of researchers and practitioners of online education by empirically examining a search for the nexus between MOOCs and EMI.
PHASE 1: DEVELOPMENT OF THE MOOC 2.1 UTokyo English Academia
UTokyo English Academia (hereafter EA) is a MOOC on English for academic purposes [9] . Delivered through the Open edX online platform, EA is open to anyone wanting to improve their academic English skills. EA became publicly available in February 2017, and so far, it has more than 20,000 enrolments, including over 400 learners who have completed the course. EA primarily focuses on oral academic communication in English. However, the course is partly instructed in Japanese.
EA was designed, albeit not exclusively, for Japanese graduate students of the University of Tokyo, whose English proficiency is at the intermediate level. EA has two major learning objectives: to understand the importance of academic communication in English and to learn a variety of English expressions that can be used in different academic contexts, such as presenting a paper at an international conference, reporting research progress at a lab meeting, and giving a classroom-based lecture.
The course contexts of EA is designed to be holistic and thus are not limited to EMI. This is because EA is an introductory course on academic English. Furthermore, most EA learners are more concerned about developing the oral language skills necessary to present their research (e.g. giving presentations at international conferences) rather than teaching their subject in English.
Another feature of EA is its interface (Figure 1 ). The MOOC largely comprises conversations between five fictional characters, including an English instructor and four graduate students from different disciplines. The plot of each module follows the same three-step storyline: 1) one of the graduate students describes a language problem s/he has with the English instructor, 2) the instructor teaches the student some tips and English phrases, and 3) the student overcomes the problem.
Evaluation
In July 2017, we conducted an online questionnaire survey (n=146) to examine whether the learners felt that EA satisfied the two learning objectives and whether EA's interface supported their learning experience. The questionnaire consisted of 5-point Likert-scale items that ranged from 'strongly agree' to 'strongly disagree'.
Quantitative data were collected by scoring the Likert-scale items between 5 (strongly agree) and 1 (strongly disagree). The mean values and standard deviations of each item were calculated.
Due to limited space, here we will only report items relevant to the scope of analysis. As shown in Table 1 , the learners perceived that EA helped them understand the importance of academic communication in English (M= 4.31), and that EA helped them learn English expressions that they could use in various academic contexts (M= 3.76). 
Discussion
The above presented data illustrate moderately positive results, indicating that the learners achieved EA's learning objectives and its interface enhanced their learning experiences. However, there is room for debate about EA's potential to improve users' competence in academic English. Even though the questionnaire item EA enabled me to learn various English expressions that can be used in different academic contexts had a high mean value, we must admit that the data were reflections of users' perceptions.
Furthermore, because our data set only allowed us to estimate mean values and standard deviations, it was difficult to gain a clear idea of the extent of improvement in users' English abilities through EA. In summary, it was made clear during Phase 1 of this study that an objective measurement of the extent of learners' English proficiency improvement between pre-and postcompletion of EA was needed.
PHASE 2: IMPLEMENTATION OF THE BLENDED WORKSHOP 3.1 The First Blended EMI Training Workshop
Based on the limitations identified in Phase 1's analysis, we attempted to create a setting where learners' competence in academic English could be objectively evaluated before and after learning with EA. As noted at the outset, MOOCs are not able to provide learners with opportunities for face-to-face interaction. For these reasons, we designed a blended workshop that mixed online and offline learning, which was conducted on 18 and 19 June 2018 at the University of Tokyo.
Whereas EA deals with various academic contexts, the workshop focused on EMI, namely delivering a lecture in English. Since participants needed to be fluent enough to lecture in English, we recruited participants whose self-reported TOEFL iBT score fell within the range of 61 to 99. The total of 11 participants included graduate students, postdocs, and early-career assistant professors at the University of Tokyo. They were not sampled on the basis of research field or teaching experience, but were randomly selected from among the applicants. The participants were divided into two groups in advance for microteaching, which is explained further below.
The workshop proceeded as follows. First, each participant gave a five-minute microteaching demonstration (i.e. mock lectures on topics in their fields of study). The participants and two instructors (including the first author) assessed the demonstrations by filling out evaluation sheets that comprised two major criteria: Delivery, which was concerned with oral communication in English, and Pedagogy, which was concerned with teaching skills. Both Delivery and Pedagogy had sub-criteria that were rated on a fivepoint Likert-scale ranging from 'strongly agree' to 'strongly disagree'. Teaching demonstrations were video-recorded so that the instructors could observe the workshop afterwards.
Second, the participants individually studied one of the EA modules Teaching a Class as a Guest Lecturer to study English expressions that can be used in lectures. Next, they attended a face-to-face plenary lecture given by one of the instructors to study the basics of instructional design, namely strategies for stating clear learning objectives, structuring the lecture, and motivating students (through the ARCS model [10] ). After the plenary lecture, they completed a worksheet to redesign their own teaching demonstration. In addition, there was an independent work session so that they could process the information they obtained during the lecture and improve their microteaching demonstration in the second round.
Finally, the participants carried out second round of teaching demonstrations, and peer evaluations were conducted. In addition, they filled in a questionnaire that consisted of 5-point Likert-scale items, so that their perceptions of this blended design could be explored.
Evaluation
Responses to the criteria of the evaluation sheet were scored between 5 (strongly agree) and 1 (strongly disagree). A pairedsamples t-test was conducted to compare the mean values of the first and second peer evaluation. Only items relevant to the scope of analysis in this study are reported due to limited space (Table  2 ).
In terms of Delivery, the mean value of the item Used a wide variety of English expressions for the second evaluation was higher than that of the first evaluation, although the difference was not statistically significant (p=0.0509).
Regarding Pedagogy, there were significant differences in the 
Discussion
Whereas the exceptionally positive result of the analysis of Pedagogy illustrates that the face-to-face lecture given by the instructor considerably helped the participants improve their teaching skills, the analysis of Delivery indicates that the EA module had a limited effect on the participants' improvement of their English proficiency.
Furthermore, it is worth noting that the participants were not experts on pedagogy. For example, whilst the mean of Presented learning objectives clearly remarkably increased between the first and second evaluation, the instructors witnessed some participants presenting unclear learning objectives even in the second round of mock lectures (as noted above). This implies that instructors should intervene in the independent work session in which the participants revise their teaching demonstrations, including their presentation of the learning objectives.
The analysis of the questionnaire partly mirrored that of the Delivery section of the evaluation sheet in the sense that both cast suspicion on EA's potential to help its users learn English expressions that can be used in EMI. Furthermore, the questionnaire shed light on some participants' view that the flipped design is more appropriate because of the tight schedule of the workshops.
In summary, it was concluded that the following three aspects of the blended workshop required further improvement: 1) more support was required for the workshop participants to learn useful English expressions for EMI, 2) more intervention in the participants' learning was needed to enhance their learning outcomes, and 3) development of a more efficient workshop design was required. We attempted to address these issues in Phase 3. 
PHASE 3: IMPROVEMENT OF THE BLENDED WORKSHOP 4.1 The Second Blended EMI Training Workshops
The second workshop was held on 18 September 2018 at the University of Tokyo. The total of nine participants were recruited from graduate students, post-docs, and early career assistant professors who studied or worked at the University of Tokyo. Their self-reported TOEFL iBT scores ranged between 61 and 99, and their academic discipline and teaching experience varied.
We decided on facilitation of discussion in English for the workshop theme at the request of some participants of the first workshop. The outline of the second workshop was mostly the same as that of the first one. However, the participants were required to independently study the EA module Facilitating Group Discussion prior to the workshop. The rationale behind this flipped design was to save time during the workshop. There were three instructors, and the nine participants were divided into three groups for the microteaching demonstrations.
This time, the participants were advised in advance to prepare for a small discussion class for first-year undergraduate students. In the workshop, they took turns facilitating a peer discussion on a theme relevant to their own subject area, and the teaching demonstrations were peer-assessed using an evaluation sheet. Each session was video-recorded for research purposes. Microteaching sessions were conducted before and after the learning modules explained below.
Given the participants' feedback on the first workshop, we tried harder to assist participants with the acquisition of expressions they could use in small discussion classes. In addition, during the workshop, we intervened in the process through which the participants studied English expressions by reading aloud together the expressions they studied in EA prior to the workshop.
The instructor (the first author) also gave a plenary lecture on techniques for facilitating class discussion. The instructor demonstrated Chalk Talk, a discussion technique that has students write down their opinions instead of uttering them. Our intention was to make the participants realise Chalk Talk's potential to decrease the amount of speech and to mitigate pressure that teachers and students who are not confident in English may feel during class discussions.
After the plenary lecture, there was an independent work session in which the participants could process the knowledge the instructors taught and use it to improve their teaching demonstrations. Whereas in the previous workshop we did not give the participants advice unless they asked us, this time we actively checked their plans for improvement and provided additional instruction as needed.
Overall, the extent of our intervention in the participants' learning was much greater than the first workshop, with the aim of guiding them to lead effective group discussions. At the end of the workshop, we asked the participants to fill in a questionnaire to explore their perceptions of the workshop design.
Evaluation
Each item of the evaluation sheet was scored between 5 (strongly agree) to 1 (strongly disagree). To compare the mean values of the first and second peer evaluation, a paired-samples t-test was conducted. Only items relevant to the three points of reflection on the first workshop are reported due to limited space.
As presented in Table 4 , the analysis of the evaluation sheets revealed remarkably positive results for all criteria. There were three criteria that were concerned with discussion-facilitating skills: Gave students clear and appropriate instructions, Ensured that students understood the discussion theme, and Provided background information on the discussion theme. All criteria showed significant differences in their means from the first to the second evaluation, suggesting that the participants performed better in the second round of teaching demonstrations.
In terms of the questionnaire, the results reveal the participants' moderately positive views of the workshop design ( 
Discussion
The remainder of this section revisits the three points of reflection for the first blended EMI workshop, thereby addressing the question of how well we addressed them. The three points are reiterated as follows: 1) providing more support for workshop participants in learning useful English expressions, 2) intervening in their learning to improve learning outcomes, and 3) developing a more efficient workshop design.
First, in keeping with the fact that two of the questionnaire items, I learned expressions that I can use when facilitating discussion and Reading English expressions aloud with the instructor supported me in learning them had moderately positive mean values (M=4.33 and M=4.00 respectively), it is reasonable to state that the design and contents of the workshop adequately expanded the range of expressions the participants could use. Nevertheless, the standard deviations indicate that the participants' opinions on this matter varied to a certain extent (SD=0.82 and SD=0.67 respectively). 4.33 0.82 The contents of the pre-workshop learning through EA assisted me with preparation for the teaching demonstration.
4.11 0.99 The pre-workshop learning through EA helped me focus on the teaching demonstration.
3.78 0.63 Feedback from peers and instructors made me realise which skills that I need to develop. Second, the outcome of our intervention in the process through which the participants learnt reflects most of the criteria of the evaluation sheet. We found that the three discussion-relevant items reported earlier are associated with the way we intervened in each session of teaching demonstrations. As we expected prior to the workshop, the contents of the first teaching demonstrations were too difficult for their peers who knew little about the discussion theme. Therefore, we deliberately asked a participant who played the role of lecturer many questions about, for example, unknown technical terms, as a real student would ask a lecturer for clarification. Our intention was to make them aware of the difficulty of their discussion themes, which were as advanced as conference presentations on their own research. Indeed, other participants who played the roles of students did not have enough background knowledge to engage in discussion and therefore remained introverted. To tackle this common problem, in the independent work session, the instructors advised the participants to make the discussion theme easy enough for complete beginners to understand.
In addition, as mentioned earlier, the impact of Chalk Talk upon the participants' perception was noteworthy. An implication of the results for questionnaire item Participation in Chalk Talk motivated me to implement it in my own classes (M=4.56, SD=0.50) is that the participants were keen to find out what types of discussion were useful for their own teaching. Therefore, one outcome of this hands-on session was to realise its rich potential to encourage the participants to plan their own teaching more effectively.
Third, according to the results of the questionnaire, the participants' reaction to the flipped design of the workshop was slightly mixed. Even though the items Overall, whereas we were quite effective in supporting the participants in their learning of English expressions and intervening in their learning, the way we designed the flipped learning was not quite satisfactory. This view is, however, based almost entirely on the analyses of the evaluation sheet and the questionnaire survey. A different conclusion may be drawn by different means of evaluation, which will be discussed more thoroughly in the Conclusion.
CONCLUSION 5.1 Summary
This paper reports on the development of a blended EMI training workshop. In Phase 1, we developed the EA course and carried out a questionnaire survey to examine the extent to which EA achieved its learning objectives and EA's interface supported users' learning. Whereas conversations between five fictional characters were found to be motivational, our data did not indicate the extent to which EA helped its learners improve their academic English proficiency.
Phase 2 was deliberately designed to objectively measure the effectiveness of EA as a learning resource. Blended EMI training workshops were held for early-career academics at the University of Tokyo, and they gave teaching demonstrations which were peer-evaluated. There was also an individual learning module with EA, followed by a second round of teaching demonstrations. The analysis of the evaluation sheets showed a significant difference between the results of the first and second peer-evaluations, indicating EA's potential to improve learners' English proficiency to some extent. However, the study on Phase 2 also unveiled room for further improvement in the following areas: 1) more support was needed for workshop participants to learn English expressions, 2) more intervention in their learning was required, and 3) a more efficient workshop design needed to be developed.
These three points drove us to improve our blended workshop, which was attempted in Phase 3. We tentatively adopted the strategy of reading aloud English expressions with the participants and intervened more actively in their learning than we did in Phase 2, in both the teaching demonstrations and independent work sessions in which they revised their teaching demonstrations. In addition, we applied a flipped design to the second workshop by requesting the participants to study EA prior to the offline workshop. The analysis of the evaluation sheets and questionnaires demonstrated the moderately positive effect of reading English expressions aloud and intervening in the students' learning. However, the effect of the flipped design on the participants' learning outcomes was unclear.
In summary, we found that there is still room for improvement, even after the three phases of the reflection-revision cycle. In this way, the present study demonstrates the complexities surrounding blended pedagogies and EMI training, and identifies directions for future research and implications for pedagogical practice.
Directions for Future Research
As reported above, the methods we applied were largely quantitative, although we video-recorded the workshops for later observation. Therefore, it is worth mentioning what we would learn from more careful observation of a blended learning environment. In a related vein, this study was based on smallscale workshops that we organised, and it would be useful to compare our findings to those of other researchers. A comparative study would be helpful to examine the differences in our programme from those in other higher education institutions in both Japan and abroad, in terms of design, challenges, and learning outcomes.
Although we have assessed the effectiveness of our blended EMI training workshop, none of the authors are experts on EMI. Future research should therefore address what kind of conclusion would be drawn if our blended workshop was studied from the perspective of applied linguistics.
Implications for Practice
A wider implication for the design of blended learning workshops and courses is the editing of MOOC contents. Whereas it is relatively easy to amend the designs of offline learning modules, changes to online contents require system changes and the necessary skills to make them. This reflection requires us to improve the quality of online contents, as well as offline workshops.
There is also an implication for EMI training. While we have concentrated on Japanese early-career researchers whose academic English is yet not proficient enough to adopt the EMI approach, Japanese higher education institutions also have Japanese and non-Japanese academics who are proficient or fluent users of English. However, they may also struggle to teach EMI classes, not because of their English proficiency but because of their pedagogical competence. They tend not to be the priority when it comes to EMI training in countries where English is not the first language (like Japan), but EMI training should be made available for academics who are fluent in English but wish to learn more about pedagogy.
Concluding Remarks
MOOCs and offline workshops can complement each other. However, the way in which they are combined should be carefully planned and rigorously evaluated. The same lesson applies to the implementation of EMI, otherwise we may encounter the same confusion as the one we experienced back in the 1990s, when Japanese higher education institutions struggled to adapt themselves to the rapid advancement of information technologies [11] . To reveal what practitioners struggle with and where problems lie, more empirical research and evidence-based instruction are required for both blended pedagogies and EMI. The authors argue that the present paper serves as a baseline assessment from which revised practices can be developed and evaluated.
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